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BARRIS FARMS
2830 House Ave
Durham, CA 95938

June 30, 1998

CALFED Day-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
Sacramento, California 95814
Attn: Mr. Rick Breitenbach

RE. Diaft Prugmmnatic Enviionmentul Impaut Stutement / Environumental Impact Report
SCII No. 96032083; DES No. 9809

Dear Mr. Breitenbach:

We would like to submit the following comments and concerns based upon our initial review of the
documents.

The overall program appearance seems directed toward new facility construction and development
tn facilitate fiture increased diversinne  Fnviranmental restaratinn is treated as n secondary suhject
rather than an equal focus issue. The documents appear to present increased water diversions and
eeansfer sales as & piven, 8runeantestable assumptisn. This appraach ta dszument preparatian dses
not present an objeetive vicwpoint toward the resouree issues and will continue to perpetunte the
polarized political positions that have creatad tha currant aituation of acverely degraded resources.
The dependence upon structural solutions to environmental problems will also perpetuate the
comumtment to very expensive construction, maintenance and repair of more and more facilities that
have yot 1o be demvnsiiated to be legitimately needed or viable for the long term.

The reports fail to acknowledge the simplest, most affordable and cffective approach to resolving a
large portion of the problems occurring in the Delta which simply involves reduction in water use and
demand. Increases in conservation programs and water use efficiency, if combined with a full
coverage impact surcharge on all water exports, could likely accomplish the same basic objectives
for a fraction of the cost. Most effective of all would be restriction of water transfer sales to
scientifically demonstrated sustainable levels. This would remove the corrupting influence of the
financial interests that seek maximuim profit t the expense of the natural environment. Instead, stute
and federal taxpayers face subsidicing w prugran tlwt appears focused on drastically expanding water
transfer sale export facilities which will provide profit to a relative few and drastically facilitate the

continucd sprawling, uncontrolled growth in Incations that do not have sufficient facilitics, services
and resources to support such development in & manner that is sustainuble ur cuviiouwcutally
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responsible.

Water and the fish and wildlife that depend upon it are public resources that are completely dependent
upont this program’s ubility 10 ensne thelr conservation. If vbjectively determined und documented
to be feasible, all continuing and future water diversions and tranafer aales should be 100% financially
responsible for all of the restoration and enhancement activities needed to completely off set their
impacts and further contribute to a comprehensive restoration and enhancement program that is
needed to rectify the environmental damage and resource degradation that has already occurred.
Transfer sale fees should provide this funding. If found economically infeasible, pumping and transfer
sales should be incrementally curtailed to whatever point the degradation would stop. This thresheld
should be the bascline for resource allocation decisions. Only very limited pumping or transfer
programs that can be clearly documented to have no potential for long term degradation and which
pay for mitigation of their impacts 100% should be permitted to continue. Continued licensing and
operation of dam facilitics should similarly off-set the costs of their usage and operation for
hydraclectric encrgy gencration

Since there is no end in sight to the highly land consumptive urban sprawl that is fueled by the
uncontrolled population growth in Californig; and since the Statc of California has not taken any
proactive measures to address such issues, and since a large amount of such growth is expected to
occur during the time frames of the project and within the prime agricultural arcas of the state;
therefore it could be reasnnahly expected that the permanent loss of agricultural land uses will free
up historical agricultural water allocations to support the additional urban development. If properly
factored in, this unfortunate reality could Jargely negate the need for increased facilities propused by
the Program. This issue needs further analysis and discussion.

Primary water allocations should be for historical communities and agricultural uses with urban
transfer sales permitted only in surplus years with full mitigation and restoration already established.
Only after successful restinative wal semedial uutivns mal niprovenents sluuhl any new fatalities o
additional diversion be considered Monitoring would determine if any future exports could he

permitted.

Watoeshad management ressmmendatisns are incseplizably playsd dawn s ta their sipnifisanse and
effectiveness when in fact the benefits are very obvious. Many local drainages could drastically
benefit from relatively simple programs that focus on education and conservation.

Total water volumes and ecosystem need are not discussed as related issucs, which is a clear
connection that must be addressed. The reports seem to avoid this touchy issue since thers is already

a deficit in avarage yrars and the ahove menatinned assumption that wll sarsnt diversdony will
continue.

DAMS

Ahematwes do not consider decommissioning of dams and other river/stream obstructions. Since
thesc facilities are largely responsible for much of the resanrce: degradation that has accurred over
the past 50 or morc years it would be logical to include these alternatives. This subject is not
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mentioned and yet could provide a large part of the needed mitigation that might permit future
operations of the remaining facilities that are part of the CVP or SWP. This program study should
not be considered complete until this aspect has been thoroughly anslyzed, evaluated and
incorporated into the primary focus of the program.  The life expectancy of these facilitics will fall
within the projected time frames of the applicability of this program further justifying the need for

considcration of such alternatives. The exclusion of this type of discussion brings the validity of the
entire program into question.

s vevamncanded that the Juvuments be scvised o adude.

1) a comprehensiva discussion of the existing inventory of dam facilitias and their impacts of their
operation on the river and bay-delta ecosystems;

2) a practical discussion of the life expectancy of each facility including a discussion of the
gravel/sadiment/silt accymmiatinn that is accurring and tha impacts of the continued obstruction of
the gravel/sediment/silt on the lower rivers and bay-delta,

3) the potential for deconunissioning of each facility and the environmental benefits that could be
achieved such as restoration of endangered or severely limited salmon and steclhead population
spawning grounds;

4) reoperation of dam fcilities to provide maximum flood protection and environmental benefit.
5) relocation of storage facilities to off stream locations that have the least envirorsncatal impacts;
6) usc of ncw bypass systems to handlc flood flows to offset flood control losses due to
decommissioning or other mitigation while permitting seasonal agricultural uses;

7) further analysis of expansion or widening of levee systems and how It would increase flood control
capacity and reduce long term mamtenance costs while aiso mcrcasing nparian habitat within a
meander belt, )

£) approaches to off tet, compansate, mitigate or othenwite minimize the impact of needed new
bypasses, wider levees and any resultant land idling.

STORAGE

Surface storage appears most viable and likely in the Delta itself where it occurred historically prior
to reclamation and should be considered as the priority. The costs and hazards associated with
maintaining levees (o protect lands 25 feet below sea leve! do not appear cost effective when viewed
from a statewide strategy.

Surface siofage in upsiream locations are incredibly expensive to build and often not properly
avessed fior construction or long teym maintenance costs. Loss of riparian habitat, nver canyons and

wetlands should be mitigated by consideration of eavironmentally superior locations such as the
off-stream alternatives.

GROUNDWATER

Growdwater pumping for transfer salcs have not been proven to be a visble option, and nf u3ything,
have been proven nonviable if the San Joaquin Valley it used as an example. The potential impacts
of aven minar avesdrafling are. s huge they could never be mitigated. Once subsidence occurs there
is no repair for the geologic cubstructure that is destroyed. Onao wator quality dogradation 0oours
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iy Sl wAter insiasian o imipration of 1Eace trmic minarals, thase aquifars are usually hayond usc,
Even comparatively minor withdrawals for this program will result in local impacts to the wany
private wells that verve residences, busmeyses, Jocal agencies and other jurisdictions wnd most nulably
sgriculturalists who have historically utiliced groundwater in a sustainable manner.

MITIGATION STRATEGIES

Section 7.2.2.6 fails to include a full range of potential mitigation measures that would most
cffectively accomplish the desired mitigation. £:xamples include the removal of additional dams and
othor obstructions to apodromous fish migration. This short sightod approach exposee the
dacument's wesknesses and call into question all of the recnmmendations which appear to be
minimalist approaches that will still facilitate the maximum amount of water diversions and transfer
sales. The document appears to be entircly focused upon facilitating extensive infrastructure
improvements for the transfer and delivery of water to the south to the detriment of the resources in
the delta and the river systems. Minimalist mitigation measures and superficial strategies that are too
weak to accomplish the needed restoration arc inadcquatc for the purposes of satisfying NEFA or
CEQA. The billions of dollars that are at stake for the water contractor’s sales and the southern
California development industry will continue to overwhelm the ability of the agencies involved to
logitimately restore and protect the recources that continue to be degraded. The entire program
appears structured to perpetuate this unbalanced situation.

Mitigation programs should include significant additional fee collection to pay for all costs associated
with primary and secondary environmental restoration programs for both current and future transfer
sales. Agricultural production losses or land idling should be considered undesirable and bc
proportionally offsct with fees to local counties that suffer economic losses.

While the documents themselves appear carefully prepared, many deficiencies are found in the
sections that relate to mitigation. The deferral of certain studies and analyses will lcave many issues
completely unresolved and therefore too weak to support future difficult decisions regarding resource
conservation and prescrvation. Mitigation options that include habitat creation should be a lower
prionty than in-place preservation and restoration since this approach has yet to be solidly proven as
adequate mitigation and creates the potential for certain junisdictions to get a disproportionate amount
of the mitigation lands which could have local economic impacts. Claims of adequate mitigation
would be inappropriate if the primary focus were habitat ereation. It could require many times the
needed acreage tu achivve legitimate mitigation through habitat creation, particulurly in regurds to
searanal wetlands and the samilive spedes (hat are dependent upon them.

The vovvept of Aduplive Munagement appears intcgral to the overall program, however there arc no
assurances that this provess won't be used to defer leyitimate mitigation or avoid difficult mitigation.
The description found in the: Phase 11 Interim Report docs not answer the critical questions regarding
the negd for contituing resource conservation and restoration, independent of the interim arguments
?hat \:wll undoubtedly be prescated in suppuit of greater waler exports. The DEIS/EIR propery
identifies the extensive resource loss and degradation (80194 for wetlands and 95 195 for riparian
arcas) that provides the focus for the entire Program. A goal of the Program should be remedial
resource restoration and conservation for impacts from continued operation of the CVP and SWP,
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independent of the future demand for the resources. There is a considerable amount of uncertainty
in this feature of the program, which appears very dependent upon the Adaptive Management
concept. This Adaptive Management process should be clearly defined as a management tool that
will not be used to reduce the restoration or conservation requirements of this program.

IMPACTS

Explanations that water sales will only occur from willing sellers provides no assurance of resource
conservation. This simply sets the stage for individuals to sell out for the lowest price to get the
transfer sale contract thereby degrading the resource at the bargain price. It also sets the stage for
water agencies or cortractors to simply buy out existing agricultural aperations and any other water
rights for full exploitation through land idling or resource degradation on a dispersed pattern. These
situations have ovcurted in the past wid will ouan in the futuie s & vesult of this program if approved
inits current form - Any new transfer sales dependent upon groundwater should he delayed until the
location from which the resource is proposed to be extracted has a groundwater management plan
in place that contains comprehensive mitigation and monitoring. The CALFED Program should assist
all agencies that could be impacted by such extractions to develop individual groundwatcr
management programs and mandate that they accomplish adequate mitigation and monitoring,

In regards to the Growth Ihducing impacts section, the discussion remarkably dispatehes one of the
most significant impacts of this massive project in two paragraphs Tt is extraordinary indeed how the
document absolves this program of any responsibility relating to the facilitation of the tremendous
amount of growth that will occur which will be completely dependent upon the new water supplies
and increased diversions. rhe indisputable fact that this project will facilitate the continued urban
sprawl and uncontrolled conversion of agricultural land throughout the state is completely and
inexplicably ignored. This section is completely deficient in every respect and cannot be considercd
10 have satisfied NEPA or CEQA in this regard. This issue alone renders the document legally
deficient and warrants major revision and recirculation. The growth-inducing impacts of this project
in its current forn ute significant, sdverse und unavoiduble. Beowuse the Progrum places cmphasis
on water resource development and facility construction, the claims of beneficial impacts arc
unsupported and unjustifiable. While the document deacribes vague future restoration activitics that
may occur at some indeterminant point in the future, it is quite clear and specific about the desired
large scals facility improvements that ure desired wiich will fucilitute the bumsfer sules thutl sppess
to be the focus of the program’s efforts.

One objective of the program should be to study the environmental restoration needs in a
comprehensive manner to determine the fisll extent of impacts resulting from continued operation of
the current water diversion facilitics. Modifications to current operations should be identified as a
priority. Development of now facilities will create the potential for greater. future impacts and
degradation as the pressure becomes greater for larger water diversions in the future. If mitigation
measures are dependent upon operational regulations of the new facilities, the project could be
vverwhelmed by future political forces that would abuse the facilities and modify the operations 1o
the detriment of the environment and the benefit of the water contractors and all the industries that
could profit from them. Water efficiency increases, conservation programs, slternative source
development (including desalination), and reoperation of existing facilities should oll have priority
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runking over construction of new facilities.

The overall environmental review process is intended to identify and disclose all potential
environmental impacts and provide all feasible mitigation possible. If proper mitigation is determined
ceohvinichlly wifCasibly, ivsvuine develupint shiveld Ly vartailud (o an appropriste level that will
not result in degradation.

As long as agencies and contractors that have any financial interest in mcreased transter sales have
u prinmary influence on program priorities, the undenisble conflict of interest will continue (o exist and
taint the program, leaving the conclusions and recommendations in question and therefore inadequate
for the purpores of eatiefying MEPA and CEQA. Realittic, relisble and verifiable data must provide
tho bagiz for all analyscs to support abjootive dotorminations.

A rush to approve the program without the recommended revisions and adequate revisw will only
increase the perception that the program is intent on facilitating greater diversions through increased
facility dovelopment and that snvironmental restoration and conssrvation is an afterthought that may
never be achieved.

In consideration of the many financially challenged jurisdictions that arc the source of the water
supply, the program should include assistance to these jurisdictions in the way of revenue generation
rl\"li ﬂl\n’ fm ﬂﬂ! \lllV;l lllhllhli‘.‘ [ LAY AY ] hﬂmll;ﬂlllll\dll. Rmal U\Ilﬂi‘;w Jll\llll\l ll\l Hl\l';\l\l\l J;CW‘
assistance from federal and state regulatory agencies in the form of comprehensive natural community
conservation programs that provide permitting and economic development assistunce.  Such
programs should provide credits for existing natural resources and maintaining land uses that provide
habitat for sensitive species.

Until such time as the recommended modifications are made and the documents are recirculated we
will continue to have significant concems regarding the objectives, methods, analyses and impacts
assuciated with the proposed program. The assumptions that provide the basis for the extensive

projected water demands should be independently verified and confirmed for the many local agencies
and jurisdictions that will be required to deal with the long term implementation of this program and
its mitigation requirements.

Sincerely,

O

AN L
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